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“Ladies and gentlemen, let me start by saying: no mosque here!” On September 11, 2010, anti-Islamic Geert Wilders, Dutch politician and leader of the Party for Freedom (PVV), delivered a speech at Ground Zero in New York, in front of a crowd waving American flags and holding up signs saying things like, “Islam hates America.” His words turned into a chant with the crowd repeating, “No mosque here!”​[1]​ After the first line of his speech Wilders waits for a moment until the cheering and applauding from the audience has stopped. Seconds before, he had been introduced to the stage by Pamela Geller, executive director of Stop Islamization of America (SIOA), founder of the website AtlasShrugs.com, a blog concerned with the Islamization of America, and author of Stop Islamization of America: A Practical Guide to the Resistance (2011). For Geller, the construction of a mosque near Ground Zero was the reason to start her anti-Islamic blog. By inviting Wilders to one of her demonstrations, exactly nine years after the attacks on the Twin Towers and at the exact same spot, she showed that, in her eyes, Islam is not just America’s enemy, but that it threatens people and societies from all over the world. Indeed, the fact that Wilders and Geller were gathered on the same stage, warning against the same problem – namely the rise of Islam – suggests a transnational connection between anti-Islamic movements.
	This paper will focus on this transnational connection, using Geert Wilders’ connection with several American anti-Islamic movements as a case study. A transnational movement in this paper is defined as a movement that does not focus solely on issues within the borders of a single nation. Rather, it points to a transatlantic network of organizations and people who share and exchange ideas on anti-Islam. Whereas the notion of anti-Islam can be defined in multiple ways, the definition that is used in this paper comes closest to one of Islamophobia, as described by The Runnymede Trust, a British commission on British Muslims and Islamophobia. Their report on the phenomenon puts forth eight different characteristics of Islamophobia: Islam is seen as monolithic and static; Islam is seen as other and separate; Islam is seen as inferior; Islam is seen as an aggressive enemy; Muslims are seen as manipulative; Muslim criticisms of the West are rejected; discriminatory behavior against Muslims is defended, and anti-Muslim discourse is considered natural.​[2]​ This paper will add to the list of characteristics the international element of anti-Islam. Islam comprises the religion as a whole, not to be confused with Islamism, which refers more specifically to a political based on Islamic ideology. What needs to be taken into account is that most of these characteristics of Islamophobia seem to be of a somewhat generalizing nature. One of the purposes of this paper, however, is not to investigate their validity but to show the extent to which they are visible in the movements of Geert Wilders and his American counterparts.
The American anti-Islamic movements and individuals that will be discussed have been selected for their obvious connection to Geert Wilders. In addition to Pamela Geller and the SIOA, it is interesting to look at the Middle East Forum, led by Daniel Pipes. According to their website, the Middle East Forum is a  “think tank [that] works to define and promote American interests in the Middle East and protect the Constitutional order from Middle Eastern threats.”​[3]​ They have shown great support for Geert Wilders. Lastly, this paper will look at Jihad Watch, an organization led by Robert Spencer. They claim to protect non-Muslims who feel threatened by Islam, which they believe is aiming to take over their societies.​[4]​ Jihad Watch hands out awards every year. Their Dhimmi awards go to “those who behaved (…) in the most spineless, shameless, abject, and/or suicidally, self-servingly stupid ways in the face of Islamic supremacist bullying and intimidation, peaceful and/or violent.”​[5]​ For three years in a row, their contrastively prestigious prize, the Anti-Dhimmi Award, was presented to Geert Wilders.
Although the Netherlands and the United States are incomparable in terms of size, the first reason for focusing on these two nations is that an exploration of a transnational connection between the United States and Europe – which would be more comparable than just the Netherlands – extends far beyond the scope of this paper. Nevertheless, there is an obvious connection between the United States and the Netherlands in terms of anti-Islamic ideas. Geert Wilders has been a part of the Dutch government and he embodies a feeling of trepidation regarding the presence of Islam, a sentiment commonly felt in the Netherlands, as well as in other parts of Europe. He will serve as a case study within a European context, which makes sense for several reasons. First of all, he is one of the most outspoken and controversial anti-Islamics in the world today. His anti-Islamic film Fitna, for instance, has been discussed the world over, feeding all sorts of discussions on Islam.​[6]​ The first section of this paper will examine Wilders’ background, as well as his ideas on and his ideology of Islam within the broader context of European Islamophobia.
The second reason that makes Geert Wilders an interesting case study is his rhetoric. Time and again, in interviews with American television stations and in speeches to American audiences, he refers explicitly to the American ideals registered in the First Amendment of the United States Constitution.​[7]​ By doing so, he creates the sense of a bond between anti-Islamism in the Netherlands and anti-Islamism in the United States, suggesting that both movements are fighting the same battle. When Wilders was put on trial in the Netherlands in 2010 because of presumed hate-speech against Muslims, the afore-mentioned websites and organizations placed a ‘Donate’-button on their websites, stimulating American supporters of Wilders to offer money in support of his trial. The organizations and individuals that supported Wilders will be further discussed in the second section of this paper, examining why these movements support Wilders, how and why they respond to his message and whether his and their agenda on anti-Islam correspond to each other. It will also investigate whether adjustments need to be made to the message in order to increase public support for their ideas. 
The third section will consider whether or not the suggested transnational connection between anti-Islamic movements is, or has been, a successful one. It will do so not only by looking at the American anti-Islamic movements, but also by shifting the focus to the public opinion as a whole. It will investigate whether Wilders’ anti-Islamic message is capable of reaching more people than those who already are like-minded on many of the issues he addresses. 
An examination of the transnational connection between anti-Islamic movements is interesting and relevant for its focus on the changed relationship between the United States and Europe – or, more specifically, the Netherlands – after 9/11. As Jaap Verheul and Derek Rubin show with their book American Multiculturalism after 9/11: Transatlantic Perspectives, the debate on multiculturalism has taken a transnational turn in the years following 9/11. This paper will show that during those years, and following this debate on multiculturalism, anti-Islam has similarly become a transnational phenomenon. The United States and Europe have both been confronted with Islam after 9/11, but have dealt with it differently.​[8]​ Issues with immigration and the debate on multiculturalism used to be limited to the borders of an autonomous nation, and so each had its own way of handling this. However, even though most of his issues lay within the context of the Dutch nation or the European Union, Geert Wilders does reach out to the United States to establish a connection with anti-Islamic movements there, in an effort to exchange ideas. Wilders appeals to these mostly neo-conservative anti-Islamic movements through his stance on Israel, his anti-European standpoints, and his firm anti-Islamic ideas. The connection between a European anti-European and American neoconservatives obscures the relationship between Europe and the United States – or, more specifically, between the Netherlands and the United States. The fact that Wilders shares firm anti-Islamic ideas with American movements intensifies the concern that he is damaging the reputation of the Netherlands, and its position in international relations, as previously suggested by several Dutch politicians.​[9]​  
Whereas anti-Islamic movements used to work solely within the borders of their respective nations, this paper argues that over the years, a transnational anti-Islamic movement has developed. It also argues that the mechanism behind such a transnational movement is similar to the one that makes cultural transfer work. As Richard Pells explains in Not Like Us: How Europeans Have Loved, Hated and Transformed American Culture Since World War II (1997), cultural transfer does not travel in a one-way direction, but rather via a process of what he refers to as “cross-fertilization.” He provides numerous examples of what may be considered acts of cultural imperialism – the establishment of a Disneyland in Europe, for instance​[10]​ – but also shows how pure imperialism does not work. Indeed, in order for American forms of culture to work in Europe, they first have to be adapted. Furthermore, he states that Europe and the United States are not as unequal as scholars used to think: Europe has as much influence on American culture as America has on European culture.​[11]​ The transnational movement of Geert Wilders and his American counterparts works through the same process that Pells calls “a reciprocal exchange of ideas.”​[12]​ Wilders tries to transfer his message to the American public, but has to appeal to American ideals in order to gain public support. At the same time, he is inspired by the way in which the American anti-Islamic movements work and applies some of their strategies to further expand his audience.
The time frame covered in this paper will be from September 11, 2001, until the present day. Although there were anti-Islam sentiments previously, they were dramatically intensified by the attacks on 9/11. In the Netherlands, the murders of Pim Fortuyn and Theo van Gogh – who were both highly critical of Islam – in 2002 and 2004 respectively, paved the way for Geert Wilders and his party to become the second largest in the 2010 elections.​[13]​ We see that in the midst of the debate on the multicultural society that followed the attacks, in the United States as well as in the Netherlands, a gap was formed between “us” and “them”, between the West and Islam – giving way for the further development of anti-Islamic sentiments. ​[14]​ 

















In a 2009 interview with Danish television station DR 2, Geert Wilders stated that millions of Muslims who show criminal behavior or who think about jihad or Sharia ought to lose their European identity and be expelled from Europe.​[15]​ With this statement, he is suggesting that all Muslim immigrants in no matter what European country need to give up their, for instance, Dutch or German passports and go back to their own, non-European and non-Western country of origin. Consequently, they can no longer consider themselves part of a democratic and free European country. It shows that Wilders is not only concerned about the presence of Muslims in the Netherlands, but that he regards Muslims all over Europe as a problem. Although many of his political standpoints and personal views on Muslims and Islam are specifically related to problems he sees with them in the Netherlands, we can say that Wilders, in his fight against Islamization, is not solely working from a Dutch, but also from a European context. 
In order to answer the primary questions posed by this paper – which include: how and why does Geert Wilders transfer his anti-Islamic ideology to the United States, who are his American counterparts, and how do they respond to this? –, it is necessary to first look at the context from which Geert Wilders operates in the Netherlands. This section will then examine the European context of Wilders’ populism, his anti-Islamic ideas and his view on the multicultural society. It will sketch the larger picture of Islam in Europe, and the ways in which different European countries have dealt with issues such as immigration, multiculturalism and Islam. The focus will then shift to what Patrick Hyder Patterson calls “the divergent multiculturalisms of the West.”​[16]​ He explains that there are different ways of dealing with multiculturalism within Western societies. This section proceeds by showing that the way in which Europe deals with the multicultural society has consequences for immigrants who move to Europe, and also affects Geert Wilders’ anti-Islamic ideas. After all, according to Wilders, one of the results of the multicultural society is mass immigration, which has led to an increase of Islamization.​[17]​




Throughout his political career, Geert Wilders (1963) has become known around the world for his firm stance against Islam. His remarks about Islam are often provocative and have even sparked a trial against him in the Netherlands in 2010, in which he was accused of hate-speech against Muslims. He started his political career with the VVD (People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy) in 1990 at age 26 as an employee of the parliamentary party. Eight years later, he joined the House of Commons. In September of 2004, Wilders split from the VVD. Along with some unrelated struggles within the party, the main reason for the disunion was the debate about the entrance of Turkey into the European Union. Whereas in 2001 Wilders had stated in an interview that he has nothing against Islam,​[18]​ a few years later he said that he does not want an Islamic country to enter the European Union, fearing it would damage the European tradition of Judeo-Christian and humanist values.​[19]​ After the split, Wilders and some of his sympathizers formed Groep Wilders, which later became known as the PVV, a party that many people believed to be a one-issue party, focusing on anti-Islam. However, in his first public speech as the leader of this new party, Wilders announced that his ‘one issue’ was not Islam, but freedom: the freedom to not wear a headscarf and the freedom to say whatever one wants.​[20]​ 
	It is obvious that Wilders’ view on Islam radicalized over the years. Whereas Islam used to be a religion like any other, over the years he came to see it as a “barbaric ideology.” ​[21]​ There are several reasons for this radicalization against Islam, which can be placed in a Dutch, as well as a European context. In his early years as a political figure, Wilders was inspired by former VVD party leader Frits Bolkestein, who viewed Islam as unequal and inferior to Western culture.​[22]​ According to Wilders’ brother, Paul, populist Dutch politicians like Bolkestein are the ones who mainly shaped Geert’s views on Islam.​[23]​ Wilders himself travelled to Islamic countries during his student years and his early years as an employee of the VVD, where he experienced aggressiveness from Islamic people when he talked about Israel and oppression by non-democratic leaders.​[24]​ 
Two of the most important motives behind Wilders’ radicalization later on are the threats made against Ayaan Hirsi Ali – also a member of the VVD – after she expressed critique of Islam, and the 2004 murder of Theo van Gogh, who was killed for making a film that is critical of Islam.​[25]​ Both Wilders and Hirsi Ali were put under severe security after the assassination, and Wilders continues to live under protection. According to a Dutch documentary on Wilders, intensification of his anti-Islamic rhetoric is visible ever since he has had to live in isolation because of the threats against him. ​[26]​ In his latest book, Marked for Death: Islam’s War Against the West and Me, Wilders explains that he, like Ayaan Hirsi Ali, Theo van Gogh and the Danish cartoonist Kurt Westegaard, whose life was threatened after publishing a cartoon about Mohammed, is part of a “rapidly growing group of individuals” who are “hounded by Muslims seeking to make an example of us.”​[27]​ As the example of Westegaard shows, the threat of Islam is felt not just in the Netherlands, but all over Europe and throughout the world. Wilders sees himself as part of a much larger context than just the Dutch: he calls for people everywhere to stand up against Islam and to “continue to speak our minds, knowing that there is nothing more powerful than the truth.”​[28]​

Geert Wilders in the Context of European Populism

Geert Wilders is not unique in his fight against Islamization; for the past ten years, all over Europe a rise in populist movements and radical right-wing parties is visible. According to Jens Rydgren, professor in political sociology at Stockholm University, most of the radical right-wing parties in Europe are primarily concerned with immigrants. According to these parties, immigrants cause problems because “they are a threat to the national identity; a major cause of criminality and social unrest; a cause of unemployment; and abusers of the welfare state.”​[29]​ Another issue is that non-Western immigrants take Islam with them. Populist parties draw on sentiments such as the losing of a country’s national identity to the Sharia, which is why Islam should be fought against, they argue. In 2009, for instance, the Swiss right-wing SVP (Swiss People’s Party) opposed the construction of minarets in Switzerland, claiming that they symbolize the step-by-step introduction of Sharia-rights into Switzerland.​[30]​ In Flanders, the right-wing political party VB (Flamish Interest) is very much concerned with migration and assimilation of Muslim migrants. It pressures imams to speak the Dutch language and opposes the entrance of Turkey into the European Union.​[31]​ Austria knew a rather controversial anti-Islamic, populist and right-wing leader in Jörg Haider, who was firmly against Austria’s membership of the European Union and considered Islam incompatible with democracy.​[32]​ 
	Many other countries know political parties with anti-Islamic sentiments, and most all of these are populist right-wing parties. As political scientist Farid Hafez points out, it is interesting to see the parallels between the phenomena of populism and Islamophobia. As mentioned in the introduction of this paper, the report by the Runnymede Trust defines Islamophobic people as those who see Islam as something static and monolithic. Hafez notes that populism has similar views of the world: where Islamophobia divides the world into the ‘evil Islam’ on one side and the ‘good West’ on the other, populism similarly divides the world into ‘good’ and ‘evil’.​[33]​ As apparent in Europe, this simplistic worldview is compatible with Islamophobia: portraying the West as good and democratic and placing Islam at the opposite end of this spectrum, calls upon people’s most basic feelings of protecting what is good and fighting against what is evil, nuances excluded. 
Wilders can be placed within the broader context of European Islamophobia and populism. After all, many of his ideas on Islam are similar to those of other right-wing European party leaders. Jörg Haider, for instance, claimed as early as in the 1990s that democracy and the Muslim doctrine are incompatible.​[34]​ Wilders seems to be echoing Haider with a statement he made in an interview with a Dutch news website. When asked about the relationship between Islam and democracy, he said they are “intrinsically incompatible with each other. It is like water and fire.” Wilders noted that Muslims and democracy are capable of working together, but that Muslims who want to be democratic need to step away from Islam: the less Muslim you are, the easier it is to become a democrat. ​[35]​ Whereas Wilders initially distinguishes between the ability of Islam and Muslims to be compatible with democracy, this falls away with the statement that a democratic Muslim is a Muslim who steps away from Islam – one who is fully integrated into, for instance, Dutch society. Not being integrated means not being democratic but supporting Islamic values, which carries with it the risk of Islamization of democratic European countries like the Netherlands. Following this train of thought, we can conclude that, in the eyes of Wilders, one cannot be a Muslim and a democrat; therefore, one cannot simultaneously be a Muslim and a full member of the European society.
Another issue that shows Geert Wilders’ positioning of Islam within a European context is the debate surrounding Turkey’s entrance into the European Union. Many populist leaders in Europe opposed this, and for Wilders it was the main reason to part with the VVD. He believes that by allowing Turkey to enter the European Union, Europe will take in a radical Islamic state, which could drastically change and destabilize Europe. Also, a Europe that includes Turkey is a Europe that borders states such as Iran and Syria – states that support terrorism. The West, in Wilders’ view, needs to be protected against such states and it needs to have as little to do with them as possible. Wilders, like other European populists, fears an invasion of non-Western immigrants who will not only take Islam with them, but will also take advantage of the health care systems, for which, in the case of the Netherlands, the average Dutchman needs to pay.​[36]​ 

The Dutch Context of Wilders’ Anti-Islamic Ideas

Similar to many other European populists, Wilders continually portrays Islam and Muslims as something ‘other’ and evil: a threat to Europe, but also specifically to Dutch society. When Wilders had just found Groep Wilders, he wrote Kies voor vrijheid: een eerlijk antwoord (Choose freedom: an honest answer), in which he states his standpoints on several issues, among which the presence of Islam and Muslims in the Netherlands. He distinguishes three groups of Muslims, which all pose a threat against Dutch society. The first group is a growing minority of Muslims who adhere to a so-called fascist ideology. An example of such a minority in the Netherlands is the Hofstadgroep, which consists of mostly young Muslims related to terrorist activities. Mohammed Bayoumi, the murderer of Theo van Gogh, was a member of this Hofstadgroep. The second group, as distinguished by Wilders, consists of Muslims who support a radical form of Islam. This group is much bigger than the first. Although most of them do not use physical violence, they do sympathize with people who are violent. The third group consists of the so-called street terrorists: mostly young Muslims who cause trouble on the streets, and who make the Dutch people feel insecure and unsafe – especially in the cities.​[37]​ 
By separating Muslims into these three groups, Wilders seems to imply that this is what Islam is responsible for: its people inherently cause problems in the Netherlands. However, he does acknowledge the fact that the three distinct groups of Muslims only represent a minority. On the other hand, he does not forget to mention the fact that although the majority of the Muslims do not do anything wrong, they do have problems with integrating into the Dutch society. This implies that indeed, all Muslims cause problems: ranging from physical violence and supporting terrorist activities to not integrating well, which costs the society a lot of money.​[38]​ Interesting about this is that in his party’s “declaration of independence” – which explains the fundamental reasons for the party’s existence –, Wilders states that people who do not integrate well with society, should leave the country.​[39]​ With this, he legitimizes his wish for all Muslims to leave the country by implicating that they pose a threat to Dutch society. 

The Position of Wilders’ Anti-Islamic Ideas Within the European Context of Multiculturalism

According to Wilders, the “hated multicultural experiment”​[40]​ of Dutch policymakers who supported a multicultural society in which people of different cultures could live side by side, has increased the risk of Islamization of the Netherlands. As PVV party ideologist Martin Bosma points out, multiculturalism in the Netherlands has always been an undemocratic matter. Politicians who were against multiculturalism and mass-immigration in the 1980s and 1990s were shut down or simply ignored. This eventually gave way to a mass-immigration of Muslims into Dutch society.​[41]​ Those immigrants brought Islam with them: terrorism, hatefulness against gays and Jews and Sharia-fatalism. What they certainly did not bring along, according to Wilders, was cultural richness, which has been the claim of the Left elite for many years.​[42]​ Wilders believes that multiculturalism results in mass-immigration, which in turn results in Islamization. He sees several examples of this in Dutch society. In his election program he mentions the fact that within the health and social sector, Islamization has already occurred: Muslim women do not want to be treated by male doctors, elderly Muslims demand halal food in retirement homes, and employers within the care sector need interpreters when working with Muslim people, as they do not speak the Dutch language.​[43]​ In schooling, as well, Wilders notices a danger of Islamization; whereas Christian or Jewish schools in the Netherlands recognize a separation between church and state, Islamic schools do not. Teaching children that there should be no separation between church and state – that is, teaching children that Islam should be the ideology on a church level as well as on a state level – carries with it the risk of Islamization of the Dutch culture, he believes.​[44]​ 
	When looking at the debate on the multicultural society, it is useful to take into account a theory of Patrick Hyder Patterson, who claims that Europe and the United States both have very distinct and different ways of dealing with the multicultural society. For this paper, it is mostly important to examine the way in which both of these multicultural societies deal with immigrants. Whereas in the United States immigrants are encouraged to become ‘true’ Americans with American values and loyalty to the country, immigrants in Europe are treated ‘respectfully’ by giving them a place in society where they can hold on to their own ethics and values, alongside people of, for instance, Dutch descent. This creates a sense that immigrants in the United States are able to ‘join’ American society, rather than live outside the community, as in Europe.​[45]​ 
Living outside the community instead of being part of it turns Muslim immigrants into easy targets for populist parties like the Dutch PVV or the Swiss SVP. The multicultural society allows immigrants to practice their own religion and to build minarets, but in doing so, it paves the way for anti-Islamic movements to protest the construction of such minarets and the practicing of that religion. Patterson recognizes a specifically religious basis in the European encounter with Muslim immigrants.​[46]​ On the positive side there is the focus from what Wilders calls the multicultural elite – people on the left side of the political spectrum who have supported the multicultural society – on group rights and freedom of religion. On the negative side, this focus on supporting groups to form their own religiously based communities locks them in an outsider position, which draws the attention from anti-Islamic movements who focus on the dangers of Islam and fear the introduction of Sharia-rights. With this in mind, Wilders fits into the European context by saying that Muslim immigrants in the Netherlands fail to fully integrate into the Dutch society, since the European way of dealing with multiculturalism does not stimulate immigrants to really adapt to their societies. 
Geert Wilders has specifically addressed Islamization as a result of the mass-immigration that was put forward by the failed multicultural experiment of Dutch policymakers. As Paul Lauter points out, the United States has had problems with mass-immigration for a long time as well, but he shows how their immigrants are different from those in Europe. Immigrants from Arab countries only make up a small percentage of the total immigrant population, whereas people from Asia and especially from Latin America are largely overrepresented. In the Netherlands, as in most of the other Western European countries, there is a large influx of Muslim immigrants, relatively larger than in the United States. In Europe, Patterson says, the role of religion in the approach towards Muslims plays an important role. This is obviously the case for Geert Wilders, who after 9/11 shifted his attention from extremist Muslims to all Muslims: they all adhere to Islam and they all seem to cause problems, some to a small, and others to a larger extent. Geert Wilders’ anti-Islamic ideas thus seem to be formed to a great extent by the problems with the multicultural society as he sees them unfold in the Netherlands.




It is evident that Geert Wilders is not unique in his views on Islam and his worries about the multicultural society. He is part of a much broader context of European populism, sharing ideas with other populist parties in Europe about Islam and the multicultural society. In order to answer the question of how Wilders positions his anti-Islamic ideas in the European context, it is first of all relevant to look at how he has been opposing the entrance of Turkey into the European Union – something that has been opposed by many other European populists as well. With this, he clearly shows that he is part of this European populist anti-Islamic movement, for it is not just the Dutch society that he is worried about, but also Europe in general, which, in his view, will become vulnerable to Islamization by taking in a radical state such as Turkey. A more general feeling of resentment against the multicultural society is also part of a broader European context as several leaders of populist movements have expressed their worries about it. 
	It is interesting to see how much of Wilders’ ideas that can be placed in the European context are specific to Dutch society. First, however, it is important to understand the workings of the European multicultural society to understand the way in which Geert Wilders reacts to immigrants in the Netherlands. European multiculturalism differs from the American multicultural society in that it does not stimulate people to become part of their society as much as the United States does. Immigrants in Europe seem to live beside the European society instead of actually belonging to it. In the Netherlands, for instance, immigrants are stimulated to form their own religious communities and to adhere to their own ethnic values. The Dutch multicultural society gives them the right to do so next to the Dutch society. However, this is the cause of the fact that many immigrants do not truly become part of the Dutch society, and are not viewed as such by the Dutch. They remain ‘other’ by having such a distinct position within the society. 
Having such a distinct place next to the Dutch society turns Muslim immigrants into easy targets. Although the Dutch government installed programs that aimed to stimulate integration of immigrants into Dutch society, Wilders keeps focusing on the ‘otherness’ of immigrants by distinguishing three different groups of Muslims that clearly do not belong to Dutch society: a radical and violent minority such as the Hofstadgroep, the people who support terrorist activities and the so-called street terrorists. They have been able to develop because of Islam, according to Wilders, and because of the fact that the European multicultural society, and the Dutch multicultural society in particular, does not give them the ability to become full members of that society. Although Wilders on many occasions claims to always distinguish between Islam and the Muslims – saying that Islam should be fought against, but that Muslims are not all that bad –, in reality, this does not seem to be the case. The only way in which Muslims can become members of Dutch society, according to Wilders, is for them to step away from Islam. Otherwise, they will never become democratic, and cannot be part of Dutch or European society. In the eyes of Wilders, the first big failure of the multicultural society is that it has allowed thousands of immigrants from Islamic countries to move to the Netherlands, bringing Islam with them, and the second failure of it is that, as Patterson has shown, it has wrongfully dealt with immigrants, thereby increasing the risk of Islamization. 

























At a 2009 meeting of the Conservative Political Action Conference (CPAC), Robert Spencer, co-founder of Stop the Islamization of America and founder of Jihad Watch, called Geert Wilders the “foremost hero of our age,”​[49]​ regarding his stance on Islamization. Other American anti-Islamics, like Daniel Pipes and Pamela Geller, have repeatedly made similar remarks about Wilders: they think very highly of him, and consider him to be a very important person in the fight against Islamization. This section will investigate the connection between the three anti-Islamic movements of Geller, Spencer and Pipes and Geert Wilders’ own anti-Islamic movement. It will show why the American anti-Islamics are attracted to Wilders and vice versa. In addition to their anti-Islamic ideas, what the American anti-Islamics have in common with each other is that they operate from a neo-conservative context. In order to understand where their ideas on Islam come from, it is necessary to take a look at this neo-conservative context. 
As noted in the introduction, the questions that this paper will answer are: how and why does Geert Wilders transfer his anti-Islamic ideology to the United States; who are his American counterparts and how do they respond to his anti-Islamic ideas? This section will show who the American anti-Islamics are, why they are attracted by Geert Wilders, and vice versa. By looking into the neo-conservative context of Geller, Spencer and Pipes, it will become evident that many of their views, on Israel and Europe for instance, are similar to those of Wilders. Furthermore, it will show that there is a clear parallel between American neo-conservatives and European populists. This section will end with an examination of the rhetoric that Wilders uses which specifically appeals to neo-conservative Americans. It will show that his rhetoric is one of the main reasons for their attraction to him, and also how it is one of the most important factors of his success among anti-Islamic organizations.  

Spencer, Geller and Pipes

In 2002, Robert Spencer founded Jihad Watch, sponsored by a program of the David Horowitz Freedom Center, an organization which, according to its website, is “dedicated to the defense of free societies whose moral, cultural and economic foundations are under attack by leftist and Islamist enemies at home and abroad.”​[50]​ Spencer’s Jihad Watch is a blog that is concerned with the violence of the jihad and with its aim to destroy Western societies, and therefore, as it says on the website, wants to inform people about the ongoing global jihad.​[51]​ It does so by publishing numerous articles on Islam and Muslims. Spencer was a student of Religious Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and has been interested in Islam for more than thirty years. Since 9/11, he has published and co-authored eleven books, all on the subjects of Islam and jihad. He works closely together with Pamela Geller as well as with Daniel Pipes, with whom he organizes meetings and speeches on preventing Islamization. Jihad Watch annually organizes the Dhimmi Awards. On a website about Dhimmitude, the phenomenon is explained as a status where one is subordinated to the jihad.​[52]​ Readers of the blog can nominate people for the American Dhimmi and the Dhimmi Internationale, awarded to persons who, according to Spencer, have let themselves be subordinated to Islam. The American anti-Dhimmi and the anti-Dhimmi Internationale nominees are people like Geert Wilders, who stand up against this “shameless” and “abject” subordination to “Islamic bullying an intimidation.”​[53]​
In her book Stop the Islamization of America: A Practical Guide to the Resistance, Pamela Geller – one of the leaders of the organization called Stop the Islamization of America (SIOA) – refers to Geert Wilders as a “world leader”​[54]​ and an “icon of free speech.”​[55]​ Geller used to work for the New York Daily News in the 1980s and later for The New York Observer. After 9/11, however, she started focusing on the dangers of Islam, and when she found out that there were plans to create an Islamic center – which she keeps referring to as a mosque – near Ground Zero, she became the main instigator of protests against it.​[56]​ She started her own weblog, Atlas Shrugs, for which she writes blog posts and publishes videos concerning Islam and the dangers of it. She also actively supports Wilders by placing a ‘Donate’-button on her website. In addition to her weblog, she started SIOA in 2004, together with Robert Spencer. The SIOA organizes meetings throughout the United States, and they have paid for many of Geert Wilders’ trips to the country. Geller even claims to have personally financed Wilders’ trip to the CPAC-meeting in 2009.​[57]​ 
In Stop the Islamization of America, she, among other things, gives advice on how to prevent Islamization on a local level. Some of her advice includes creating networks of people in the neighborhood that, instead of playing card games, should go to speeches of scholars who speak of Islam supremacy. They should then educate more people in the neighborhood about what they have learned at such meetings, and together they should march against the Million Muslim March in Washington D.C.​[58]​ In Geller’s book, one encounters a great sense of conspiracism: everyone is endangered by Islam and everyone should keep their ears and eyes open to unexpected changes – such as changed traffic laws – that may indicate a move by Islam or the Muslim brotherhood.​[59]​ Apart from her conspiracy theories, she has much in common with Geert Wilders. Like Wilders, who viewed the fact that some Muslim women in the Netherlands do not want to be treated by male doctors as a sign of Islamization, Geller considers the fact that Muslims demand special privileges in workplaces as an indicator of Islamization.​[60]​ Her provocative comments on Islam and Muslims, together with her tendency to lean towards conspiracy theories, turn her into the most prominent of the three anti-Islamics that are discussed in this paper. 	
Daniel Pipes can be considered as the more intellectual of the three. He is a historian and political commentator, and his organization, the Middle East Forum, focuses more on intellectual anti-Islamism than does Stop the Islamization of America. The Middle East Forum is a well-structured organization. They realize their goals through three mechanisms, as the website explains: on an intellectual level, where they “provide context, insights, and policy recommendations through the Middle East Quarterly, staff writings, public lectures, radio and television appearances, and conference calls;” on an operational level where they “exert an active influence through its projects, including Campus Watch, Islamist Watch, Legal Project, and Washington Project;” and on a philanthropic level, where they “annually distribute US$2 million in earmarked donations through its Education Fund, helping researchers, writers, investigators, and activists around the world.”​[61]​ Members of the Forum publish articles in established newspapers such as the New York Times, Washington Post and Wall Street Journal, and they actively promote their organization to students by offering them internships or volunteer jobs.
In an article on why he supports Geert Wilders, Pipes says he believes him to be “the most important European alive today,” one who has “the potential to emerge as a world-historical figure.”​[62]​ According to Pipes, Wilders is one of very few politicians who dare to stand up for the freedom of speech and to openly reject Islamization. Interestingly, one of the reasons Pipes mentions for his support for Wilders is that Wilders differs from other European anti-immigrant leaders in that he actively supports Israel. Additionally, the fact that Wilders, in the words of Pipes, "publicly emulates Ronald Reagan,"​[63]​ is important to the way in which Pipes views Wilders. Therefore, he has actively supported him in financing his trial: in an interview with Dutch magazine Nieuwe Revu, Pipes stated that the Middle East Forum had raised a substantial amount of money, a “six figure number,” meant for Geert Wilders' legal defense.​[64]​        

The Neo-Conservative Context of Anti-Islam in the United States

Although the movements of Pamela Geller, Robert Spencer and Daniel Pipes differ from each other, they are connected through their neo-conservative background. In the case of Pipes, however, this is a bit more complicated. In 2009, he wrote that he no longer wanted to be called a neo-conservative, since his opinion on the issue of democracy in Iraq differed from that of the neo-conservatives.​[65]​ However, many of the general elements of neo-conservatism are still applicable to Pipes, and in this paper he will therefore be considered to stem from a neo-conservative context. Thus, in order to fully understand the American anti-Islamic movements’ standpoints and their views on Islam, it is important to look into this neo-conservative background. 
	Although the term neo-conservatism has been around for more than thirty years, it has never been a very static term. The neo-conservatism as it is today has taken its form after the events on 9/11, focusing on Muslims, Islam and the Middle East. As Stefan Halper and Jonathan Clarke show in America Alone: The Neo-Conservatives and the Global Order (2004), a study of the history of neo-conservatism, today’s neo-conservatives have a rather negative view of the world and of human nature, which was not the case in the time of Ronald Reagan, who is often referred to as the ‘godfather’ of neo-conservatism.​[66]​ Neo-conservatives show a great deal of similarities with populists, and are considered to be very much on the right of the political spectrum. In Right-Wing Populism in America: Too Close for Comfort (2009), Chip Berlet and Matthew N. Lyons provide a thorough study on right-wing populism in the United States between the 1820s and the year 2000. From their research, they draw conclusions on some aspects about the far right that are applicable to the neo-conservatives in the United States, especially after 9/11. One aspect that has always been visible among people who operate on the far right is their high sense of conspiracism. Berlet and Lyons explain this as a “particular (…) form of scapegoating that frames the enemy as part of a vast insidious plot against the common good, while it valorizes the scapegoater as a hero for sounding the alarm.”​[67]​ At the time of publishing, the authors had no idea of an impending 9/11, but this conclusion became all the more visible in the anti-Islamic movements that came to be after the attacks of 2001, for instance in the way in which Pamela Geller as well as Robert Spencer and Daniel Pipes glorify ‘scapegoater’ Wilders. 
 	Much has been written and said about the neo-conservatives in the United States, and although they are not all part of one big movement, they share a set of ideals on what the United States should be like, and how it should function in an international context. In America Alone, Halper and Clarke identify neo-conservatives by the following characteristics, which indeed seem to be applicable to the three neo-conservative anti-Islamic persons and organizations that this section discusses. First of all, neo-conservatives are characterized by their religious drive to divide the world into good and evil, since in the beginning, according to the Christian faith, all human beings were given the choice between good and evil. For politics, this means that “the true measure of political character is the willingness of the former (themselves) to confront the latter,” – thus, the good ones need to fight against the bad ones. The second characteristic of neo-conservatives, according to Halper and Clarke, is the “assertion that the fundamental determinant of the relationship between states rests on military power and the willingness to use it.” A third characteristic that bonds the neo-conservatives, and one that is particularly interesting for this paper, is their focus on the dangers of global Islam, and on the United States’s interests in the Middle East.​[68]​ 




Although Geert Wilders and his American anti-Islamic counterparts stem from a different context, there are several logical reasons for them to cooperate on a transnational level. In the introduction to this paper, it is argued that a transnational anti-Islamic movement is founded on the same mechanism as cultural transfer – namely that it only works through a process of cross-fertilization. One has to appeal to the other and to conform to the other culture on some levels in order to be successful. Within the transnational connection between the Dutch and the American anti-Islamics, there are several similarities between the two that make it easy for them to cooperate. The fact that Geert Wilders operates on the right of the political spectrum is, for instance, one facet that is already there and that allows for a connection between him and people like Pipes, Spencer and Geller. On the other hand, Wilders needs to actively appeal to Americans in order to be heard and to be successful. His popularity among the American anti-Islamics depends on the fact that his ideas are right-wing, but also on the fact that he shares many of the same typically neo-conservative ideals. He uses specific American rhetoric to appeal to the Americans and to keep the cross-fertilization process in motion. 
	The similarities between American neo-conservatives and European populists have already been discussed, showing that they both tend to divide the world into ‘good’ and ‘evil’. A more tangible matter that connects Wilders to the American neo-conservatives is their strong support for Israel. Throughout much of American history, Israel has played an important role. Whereas Israel, according to the Bible, originally was God’s chosen land, the United States, was also seen as God’s chosen land – as explained by Anders Stephanson in his Manifest Destiny: American Expansion and the Empire of Right – when He assigned it to the Puritans and to the United States’s founding fathers.​[71]​ However, the reason for neo-conservatives to support Israel so actively is much more complicated than that. In 1949, President Truman was the first to recognize the state of Israel. One of his reasons for the recognition of Israel, as he wrote, was that he was so horrified by Hitler’s murdering of Jews, that he believed that they needed a place for themselves, and that the United States had the responsibility to give them that. Also, he believed that a democratic state in the Middle East would prevent communism from spreading further.​[72]​ The fact that neo-conservatives in particular are very much preoccupied with Israel, according to Stefan Halper and Jonathan Clarke, is logical for the same reason: it has much more to do with the spreading and maintaining of democracy than with the religious status of Israel. Halper and Clarke draw attention to Norman Podhoretz, an influential neo-conservative thinker who sees a linkage between anti-Semitism, anti-Americanism and anti-democracy. According to Podhoretz, both Israel and the United States are fighting the same enemy, which is why the United States has the moral obligation to protect Israel.​[73]​
	Geert Wilders was not born or raised a Jew, but he visited Israel several times during his student years, and he felt very much at home there. In Israel he noticed the tolerance of the Jews towards Muslims and opposite to that he saw the anti-Semitism from Arabs against the Jews. He also believes Jerusalem to be the most beautiful city on earth. It is clear that Wilders’ support for Israel is largely based on his experiences there as a student.​[74]​ What connects Wilders and American neo-conservative anti-Islamics, such as Daniel Pipes, when it comes to Israel is that both fear that Islam is taking over the West, starting with Israel.​[75]​ In his 2012 party program, Wilders therefore states that Israel deserves “our enthusiastic support,” since it is the only democracy in the Middle East. Israel, according to Wilders, serves as a “beacon of hope, progress and western civilization,” which is why it needs to be protected against Islamic forces.​[76]​ The fact that Wilders and Daniel Pipes – as well as Pamela Geller and Robert Spencer – share a concern about Israel, shows that they appeal to each other on more levels than just their anti-Islamic ideas, which is helpful in the process of creating a transnational anti-Islamic movement. The more levels on which they appeal to each other, the easier it is to work together and create one strong block against their common enemy.  
Another issue on which both the American anti-Islamics and Wilders share the same sort of ideas is Europe. Although most neo-conservatives tend to only be concerned with the United States, the anti-Islamics see enough reasons to care for Europe and to oppose the European Union. Geert Wilders firmly opposes the European Union, stating that it takes away Dutch values as well as Dutch freedom and independence. According to Wilders, true Dutch patriots should oppose the European Union as well and they should fight for getting out of the European Union and getting rid of the Euro.​[77]​ Although the American concerns about the European Union do not specifically address the Netherlands and its patriotic objections against it, people like Robert Spencer and Pamela Geller do express their concerns about the EU in an article on the Jihad Watch blog. According to them, the European Union is a danger to democracy, for it gets involved in too many issues that should be dealt with by independent countries.​[78]​ Another topic that surrounds the European Union is the case of Turkey’s entrance. Wilders has always opposed the idea of having an Islamic nation enter the European Union, and he is supported in that idea by Daniel Pipes, who in an article about Turkey calls it “the most dangerous state of the area,” regarding its religious status.​[79]​ 
In some ways, a transnational anti-Islamic movement of neo-conservative Americans and populist right-wing Europeans can be regarded as something quite unique, since neo-conservatives in general tend not to care much about Europe. The sense one gets from reading through many neo-conservative texts is that America is for the Americans, and the rest needs to take care of itself. According to R. James Woolsey, editor and co-author of The National Interest on International Law and Order (2003), political ties with Europe, such as international laws, are considered by some neo-conservatives as unnecessary and even dangerous: it shows other countries’ attempts of constraining the United States.​[80]​ This typical anti-European sentiment is also felt by Pamela Geller, who at the 2009 CPAC-meeting was introducing Geert Wilders to the stage. “Why should we care about some politician in Europe?” she asked. “We don’t care about Europe, let’s be honest.”​[81]​ It is as if she reassures her audience of the fact that, apart from this specific European, she, as a true American, does not care about Europe and its people. However, in this global jihad against the West that is going on, Geller explains, it is important to listen to Geert Wilders and to care about Europe. According to her, Europe is five to ten years ahead of the United States when it comes to prosecuting people on charges of hate speech and subordinating itself to Islam, which is why Americans should look at Europe and not follow its bad example. 
	It is clear that there are many levels on which Geert Wilders and his American counterparts agree, even though they work from different contexts. The next part of this section will discuss Wilders' rhetoric, which he uses to become even more connected to the American anti-Islamic movements.
	
The Rhetoric Used by Geert Wilders

In order to make a product of cultural transfer successful, Richard Pells argues that the country that exports the product needs to take into account the cultural standards and appeal to certain aspects of the importing country. This paper argues that the same sort of mechanism is behind creating a successful transnational anti-Islamic movement. Thus, when Geert Wilders wants to export his ‘product’, anti-Islam, to the United States, he has to appeal to them by addressing specific American values. This is mostly visible in the rhetoric he uses. The first chapter of this paper showed that Geert Wilders’ anti-Islamic ideas are largely created from a European context, and more specifically, from a Dutch context. The problems with Muslim minorities in the Netherlands were some of the main issues of the PVV in the beginning. However, the United States do not know the same kind of difficulties with Muslim minorities as the Netherlands do – their issues with Muslims are completely different. It would be hard for Wilders to raise public support for his anti-Islamic ideas in the United States if he would focus on the Dutch problems with Islam. It is interesting to see how much he is aware of this. For instance, at the 2009 CPAC-meeting, in front of an all-American, neo-conservative audience, he thanks the United States and the audience in particular, for making him feel so much at home there. Later on, he refers to President Reagan as a great man, which results in much applauding from the audience. He even borrows Reagan’s rhetoric when he calls Islam the new evil empire that is attacking the West. Also, on several other occasions, and at this meeting as well, he claims that Europe should have the same First Amendment as the United States.​[82]​ 
	He clearly draws on neo-conservative sentiments, referring to the neo-conservative ‘godfather’ Ronald Reagan and touching upon the American Constitution’s First Amendment, giving people the right to freedom of speech. In his latest book, Marked for Death, which has only been published in the United States, he further builds on this, claiming that “Europeans such as myself admire America precisely because it is the freest nation in the world.”​[83]​ Throughout the book, he keeps referring to American presidents, mostly in a positive way, except when it comes to President Obama.​[84]​ That makes sense, because Obama is considered by many neo-conservatives and anti-Islamics to be someone who is in league with the enemy. Obama has been awarded the Dhimmi-award for several years in a row by Robert Spencer’s Jihad Watch blog. On the other hand, presidents such as John Quincy Adams and Thomas Jefferson are mentioned in the book for their remarks about the “hostile nature of Islam,”​[85]​ which, for the American readers, creates the feeling that if even their oldest presidents knew that Islam was bad, it must be true and Islam must be banned.




The first goal of this section was to show who the American anti-Islamics are that Geert Wilders is connected to, and what their context is. We have seen that Robert Spencer, Pamela Geller and Daniel Pipes all have their distinct way of fighting Islamization, but that they share a set of ideals when it comes to Islam. They also clearly share their admiration for Wilders, who is considered to be a hero and the most important man alive today. It is interesting to see that the three anti-Islamic movements in the United States work from a neo-conservative context. This explains many of their worldviews, and it surely explains their fear of Islam, which they consider to be the enemy of the free, democratic West. The second goal of this chapter was to show why the American anti-Islamic movements are attracted to Wilders, and why Wilders is attracted to them. Much of this has to do with the neo-conservative background of the American anti-Islamics. First of all, their worldview shows many similarities to that of European populists such as Wilders, who also divide the world into good and evil, where the West is good, and Islam is evil. As Halper and Clarke illustrate with their book America Alone, neo-conservatives show a great deal of interest in the Middle East. They focus on Islam and Muslims, just like Wilders does. The importance that many neo-conservatives place on Israel is a reason for Wilders to be attracted to them: whereas his love for Israel seems to be somewhat misplaced in the Netherlands, considering that the Netherlands has no special connection with Israel, in the United States, and especially within neo-conservative circles, he is able to find like-minded people, who are as concerned about Israel as he is. 











On July 15, 2010, Geert Wilders announced the foundation of an international organization called the Geert Wilders International Freedom Alliance, with ‘stop Islam, defend freedom’ as its motto. Wilders carefully chose five allies to start with, based on their experiences with Islam, and, more specifically, with preventing Islamization. Europe, the United States, Canada, Australia and New Zealand were to be united in this so-called umbrella organization, aiming to ban the Quran, shut down mosques, put a stop to Muslim immigration, forbid Muslim women to wear a headscarf and deport potentially dangerous Muslims.​[87]​ It was a powerful statement, and drew a lot of attention nationally as well as internationally. However, even though Wilders claimed in a 2012 interview with Newsweek that he is still working on an international organization, there is no sign of any such thing over the past two years. For instance, if he were to build an international organization with Canada, New Zealand, Australia and Europe as his allies, in addition to the United States, it is rather remarkable that his book Marked for Death – which he claims to have written to “show how Islamization can actually be stopped”​[88]​ – has only been published in the United States.  




In order to create a successful international alliance of people and organizations to prevent Islamization, it is necessary to raise public support for plans such as banning the Quran and shutting down mosques. Geert Wilders has been invited several times to give speeches at, for instance, CPAC-meetings and at a demonstration against the construction of a mosque near Ground Zero. He has also been interviewed on American national television several times. In doing so, he has reached millions of American people with his anti-Islamic message. One must acknowledge the fact that his performances and his speeches, in which he drew largely on American rhetoric – specifically neo-conservative rhetoric, as was explained in the foregoing section – have been successful. He gained support from organizations such as Pamela Geller’s and Robert Spencer’s Stop the Islamization of America and Daniel Pipes’ Middle East Forum. Many people donated money to pay for Wilders’ trial in the Netherlands via donate buttons on the websites of the aforementioned organizations, and on several online forums many American people show great support for Geert Wilders and his ideas. However, most of the people that actively support Wilders were already anti-Islamic and trying in their own ways to prevent or to warn against Islamization. It is relatively easy to gain support from people who already are, to a large extent, like-minded; it is much harder, however, to convince other people that they should be afraid of Islam and that they should support, for instance, the deporting of Muslims who might possibly be dangerous. 
	It is true that right after 9/11, American views on Islam were sharply divided: many people believed that it encourages violence and that it is more violent than other religions. However, Pew Forum polls also show that over the years, views on Islam have became more favorable and have remained stable ever since: whereas between 2002 and 2004 an average of 21 percent of Americans believed that most Muslims are anti-American, 43 percent opposed that view and believed that just a small minority of the Muslims are anti-American.​[89]​ In a 2010 poll, it shows that, although a mosque near Ground Zero is largely opposed, the majority of the people – 62 percent – believe that Muslims should have the same rights as other groups to build houses of worship.​[90]​ These numbers indicate that, among the majority of the American people, there is little support for Geert Wilders’ plans, even though he keeps repeating them over and over on national television. 
	Several people have noticed a decline in the public interest for Geert Wilders. According to a piece in Dutch newspaper de Volkskrant on May 1, 2012, people in the Netherlands appear to have lost interest in Wilders’ anti-Islamic ideas. Wilders himself seems to have noticed this as well, since his main focus in the Netherlands has shifted from being against Islam to being against the European Union. In the United States, however, he still finds people who are like-minded, so that is where he keeps profiling himself as an anti-Islamic.​[91]​ The lack of interest in the Netherlands for his anti-Islamic ideas is probably the reason why he published his book Marked for Death only in the United States, and not in the Netherlands. According to dr. Nafeez Mosaddeq Ahmed, who is an international security expert and executive director of the Institute for Policy Research and Development, which, among other things, researched violence in times of economic crises, there is another reason for Wilders to publish Marked for Death in the United States. In an article on this particular book, he points out the fact that the publisher of the book, Regnery Publishing, is an ultraconservative publisher: it has also published books written by Daniel Pipes, Robert Spencer and Pamela Geller. In Mosaddeq Ahmed’s view, the publishing of Marked for Death in the United States with such a conservative publisher, shows that the conservatives are getting desperate: with the upcoming elections, the book needs to influence people not to vote for Obama.​[92]​ In other words: the conservatives fear a loss of power within the American government. However, Mosaddeq Ahmed has noticed that there is little interest for Wilders’ book from the American media and from the American public. Indeed, of the largest and most established newspapers in the United States such as The New York Times, The Washington Post, USA Today, Los Angeles Times and Chicago Tribune, none has written a word about Wilders’ book. In 2009, all of the above-mentioned newspapers did write on his film Fitna, but three years later, they seem to have lost their interest in him and in his message. 
Many people seem to agree on the reason for the decline of interest in Geert Wilders. In Mosaddeq Ahmed’s article on the book, he states: “Wilders’ hostility toward anything to do with Islam makes him incapable of recognising the growing impetus for reform across the Muslim world.”​[93]​ This is a critique often heard: Wilders is too firm in his belief that there can be no moderate Muslims. Even those people who are generally supportive of his ideas disagree with him on this matter. In a debate with dr. Wafa Sultan, an American psychiatrist who shares Wilders’ idea that Islam is incapable of changing, Wilders supporter Daniel Pipes stated that “[t]he idea that Islam cannot change is an essentialist view that ignores how much Islam has changed over history.”​[94]​ Similarly, Glenn Beck, a TV-host for FoxNews who has invited and interviewed Geert Wilders several times, openly disagreed with Wilders in an interview on GBTV on May 3, 2012. Beck gives the example of a Muslim friend of his who is working from the inside to change Islam, a man who works to prevent extremism among Muslims. However, according to Wilders, that is not important: it is about the fact that true Muslims literally follow everything that is written in the Quran. Others who do not do so should step away from Islam entirely, Wilders says. Even when Beck confronts him with the fact that there are orthodox Jewish people who call themselves Jewish but do not actually stone people for being homosexual – which is what they should do if they were to literally follow the Old Testament – Wilders sticks to his point.​[95]​ He ignores the fact that there are Muslims who want to reform Islam from within.
Imam Abdullah Antepli, who writes for the influential weblog Huffington Post and works as a Muslim chaplain at Duke University and teaches courses on Islam, points to the fact that Wilders not only ignores the fact that there are Muslims who want to reform Islam, but that his belief that very religious Muslims form a threat to society can easily be undermined. A study by professor Quintan Wiktorowicz, Director of the White House National Security Council, shows that Muslims who are most religious are the ones who firmly reject radicalization: the ones who are only slightly grounded in Islam are the ones more likely to be attracted to terrorist activities.​[96]​ This is confirmed by a 2011 poll that shows that the majority of American Muslims rejects extremism and supports American efforts to reduce terrorism.​[97]​  
With his firm statements about Muslims and Islam, Wilders distances himself from the majority of the American people, and even from neo-conservative Islam-critics. Dutch correspondent Eelco Bosch van Rosenthal attended the 2012 CPAC-meeting in Washington, at which he noticed a decline in support for Wilders. Islam-critic Frank Gaffney, for instance, saw no profit in forbidding Muslim women to wear a headscarf, and many others expressed their feelings that Wilders had better be less extreme in his views.​[98]​ According to Bosch van Rosenthal, the number of anti-Islamics with whom Wilders is able to connect becomes all the more negligible. They still have a lot of money and a strong organization behind them, but their existence is based on endurance, rather than on public support.​[99]​




Geert Wilders has experienced a great amount of popularity during his visits to the United States over the years. He has been invited to important meetings and was broadcasted several times on national television. Moreover, because of his popularity among neo-conservative and anti-Islamic organizations, he was able to finance his trial in the Netherlands to a large extent. Therefore, one cannot say that Wilders has not been successful in the United States: he has gained money, and he has been able to spread his anti-Islamic message to a much larger audience than he would have ever been able to do in the Netherlands. However, the extent to which Wilders is successful in the United States might be rather misleading if one would just look at the supporters of Wilders. He has been fortunate that the people who support him work from a very strong well-funded organization, but when you look at it from a broader perspective, it becomes evident that these organizations only represent a small portion of American society. 



















This paper started out with the scene of Geert Wilders standing on a stage in the middle of New York, next to Pamela Geller, in front of a crowd that, like Geller and Wilders, opposed the construction of a mosque near Ground Zero. This specific scene suggested a connection between the anti-Islamic movement of Geert Wilders in the Netherlands, and the anti-Islamic movement of Pamela Geller in the United States. They clearly shared a concern about Islamization of the West, of which building such a mosque near Ground Zero was yet another sign, and they joined each other in the fight against Islamization. Throughout this paper, we have seen that Wilders cooperated with other American anti-Islamics as well, who have all expressed their admiration for him.  
This paper has aimed to prove the existence of a transnational anti-Islamic movement between the Netherlands and the United States by looking at the movement of Dutch politician and anti-Islamic Geert Wilders, as well as at the movements of American anti-Islamics Pamela Geller, Robert Spencer and Daniel Pipes. By examining the way in which these movements cooperate and support each other in the prevention of Islamization, it becomes evident that there is indeed a transnational anti-Islamic movement. This transnational anti-Islamic movement works through a certain kind of mechanism, namely the same kind of mechanism that makes cultural transfer work. According to Richard Pells, this mechanism is based on the notion of cross-fertilization. In his example he speaks of the export of cultural products or ideas, which only has a chance of succeeding if the exporting country appeals to values and ideals of the importing country. This paper shows that the same is true for a transnational anti-Islamic movement. The exporting party, in this case Geert Wilders, needs to appeal to American values and ideals in order to gain support for his anti-Islamic message and to create a large transnational network of anti-Islamics. However, an important element of the process of cross-fertilization is that cultural transfer never travels in a one-way direction: one is inspired by the other and therefore wants to exchange certain ideas with the other, who, in turn feels attracted by these ideas. For Geert Wilders this is certainly true: he feels connected to several American and specifically neo-conservative ideas, which he shares to a great extent. This is why he wants to exchange his own ideas with people whose views he shares and admires. Because of the fact that he stems from a totally different context, however, he needs to actively call upon certain ideals of these people in order for them to listen to him and support him. The main questions posed by this paper were: how and why does Geert Wilders transfer his anti-Islamic ideas to the United States; who are his American counterparts and how do they respond to it? This concluding section of the paper will give the answers to these main questions.
 	First of all, it is important to look at the context from which Geert Wilders originally operates. In the first section of this paper, we have seen that Wilders' views on Islam were largely inspired by former Dutch politicians such as Frits Bolkestein, who regard Islam as an inferior religion. Furthermore, his trips to Islamic countries where he saw how people in those countries were oppressed by Islamic regimes influenced his views on Islam. According to Wilders, the great influx of Muslim immigrants to the Netherlands is very dangerous, since it carries with it the risk of Islamization of the Netherlands. Wilders claims that the multicultural elite, the left-wing politicians who used to be in power, are responsible for letting in so many Muslim immigrants and, as a consequence, for putting Dutch society at risk. The radicalization of views regarding Muslims and Islam, which becomes visible throughout his political career, has also much to do with the murder of Theo van Gogh in 2004, who was killed for making a critical film on Islam, and with the threats against former Dutch politician Ayaan Hirsi Ali and himself for their critiques of Islam.
            Wilders’ anti-Islamic views, however, are not unique to the Dutch context. Within the broader context of Europe as a whole, we can see that there are many countries that struggle with immigration and Muslims, and the consequences of the multicultural society. As Patrick Hyder Patterson explains, the multicultural society in Europe has some distinct features. Immigrants used to be taken in by, for instance, Dutch society, where the multicultural elite allowed them a place beside rather than within it. There they could live in their own communities. They were able to lead the same sort of life that they had in their countries of origin, but then in a different environment. Although the Dutch government at some point installed programs that stimulated the integration of these immigrants into Dutch society, by, for instance, teaching them the Dutch language, Wilders blames the elites for the failure of the multicultural society. As Patterson points out, the way in which immigrants in Europe have been put next to society instead of having been stimulated to actually become part of it, creates a gap between the immigrants and the native born people. This way of dealing with immigrants and with a multicultural society differs from the way in which the United States deals with it. In the United States, as Patterson shows, immigrants are stimulated to become part of their new society, and to live within it, rather than next to it.​[102]​ 
            The position of Muslim immigrants in Europe as a whole, but also in the Netherlands in specific, is thus very distinct: they do not fully belong to the Dutch society, which makes it easy for people like Geert Wilders to pick them as a target group. According to Wilders, Muslims in the Netherlands create several problems, some on the level of terrorist activities, some on the level of so-called street terrorism, and others on the level of costing too much money because of their low level of integration. Since Wilders believes that Islam and democracy are incompatible, he believes that every Muslim who wants to be part of a democratic society like the Netherlands needs to turn their back to Islam. Therefore, every Muslim who keeps thinking about jihad or about Sharia must be sent back to their country of origin, in order to prevent Islamization of the free and democratic West. This also explains Wilders' standpoint, shared by many other populist European leaders, that allowing Turkey into the European Union should be opposed, since it endangers the democratic status of Europe and puts it at risk of Islamization.  
 	In order to answer the question as to why Geert Wilders transfers his anti-Islamic ideas to the United States, it is not enough to just say that he wants to create a large anti-Islamic network, and since the United States are quite large and influential in the world, he had best start there. There is much more to it than that. First of all, many of Geert Wilders' ideas are in accordance with rather right-wing American people, most of which already are against Islam. In the Netherlands, for instance, there are not many people who openly and actively support Israel. The Netherlands as such has no special bond with the state of Israel, so people like Geert Wilders, who love Israel and want to protect it from Islamic threats, will not easily raise public support for such ideas. The relationship between the United States and Israel, however, knows a long history. Especially neo-conservative Americans, who tend to be rather occupied with the Middle East, view Israel as a beacon of hope, it being the only democratic and non-Islamic country in that region. They believe that if Israel will be taken over by Islam, it will become the gateway for further Islamization into Europe and into the rest of the world, so it needs to be protected. Wilders feels attracted by these ideas, which is a reason for him to connect with neo-conservatives such as Pamela Geller, Daniel Pipes and Robert Spencer.
            By answering the question as to how Geert Wilders transfers his ideas to the United States, we see that he uses the cultural transfer-mechanism of appealing to specific American and neo-conservative ideals. Time and again, when he is in front of a neo-conservative audience, he refers to Ronald Reagan, who Stefan Halper and Jonathan Clarke call the ‘godfather’ of neo-conservatism.​[103]​ Through his use of rhetoric, expressing his admiration for the United States and especially for the First Amendment of the American Constitution, sharing his love for Israel and calling upon American history and democracy in the fight against Islamization, he actively appeals to his audience. He creates the sense that he is one of them, which is why his anti-Islamic message catches on with these people. They, in turn, support him on many instances. Geller, Pipes and Spencer all called for financial support for Wilders when he faced a trial in the Netherlands. Hundreds of thousands of dollars were then sent to his trial, which is a clear sign of an anti-Islamic movement that goes beyond the borders of one nation. The sense is that this Dutch politician is one of them, and they have to support him no matter where. 
            This already partly answers the question of who his American counterparts are and how they respond to his message. His American counterparts, the neo-conservative anti-Islamic movements of Geller, Pipes and Spencer, embrace Geert Wilders. They pay for his trips around the United States and even helped to finance his trial in the Netherlands. However, showing that there is indeed a transnational anti-Islamic movement between the Netherlands and the United States, and showing the way in which such a movement is created and how such a movement works, does not answer all questions. It is not just interesting to know that Wilders and his American counterparts have created a transnational anti-Islamic movement, but also whether this transnational anti-Islamic movement as such is successful. As we have seen in the third section of this paper, Wilders is mainly successful and popular among neo-conservative right-wing Americans. These people only make up a small portion of American society as a whole. In order to actually be successful, it is necessary to become popular among the rest of society as well.
            In the Netherlands, public support for Wilders’ anti-Islamic ideas has already declined. Although he is still a rather popular political figure, nowadays that has much more to do with his views on Europe and on protecting the Dutch identity, than with his views on Islam. In the United States, the same thing seems to be happening. Although some people are still interested in his anti-Islam Message – people who, luckily for Wilders, are well organized and have a lot of money – the majority of the American people do not consider Muslims to pose a threat to American society, or fear the Islamization of the United States. Although right after 9/11, people were wearier of Muslims and Islam, nowadays most believe that Muslims should have the same rights as any other group in the United States. Here we also notice the influence of the different way of dealing with the multicultural society: most Americans believe that Muslim immigrants are able to become part of American society, whereas Wilders sticks to his idea of European multiculturalism, where Muslim immigrants live next to the society and are different, and can be treated differently from the rest of the people.
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